


AND FUNDING

ISSUEII

GivenH’s recomndatlons as to MP mission~whatshouldbe th@

extentof decentralizationof authorityto the localWPS?

1 - Complete

PRO

1.

2.

3.

MostnearlyconsistentwithHEW philosophyof decentr~lization,

Stateresponsibilityandlocalinitiative.

Mostacceptableto theRMPsand providers.

Itistcompatiblewithrelatingto localneeds,objectives,and

resources,and resultantlocalvariationsfn approachand

prioritiesas determinedby CHP.

CON

1. May not addressprioritiesin effectsetby identifiedRNP

mission.

2. In faceof fundingconstraintsand possiblecut-backs,

unreasonableto expectrapidre-directionin linewithnw

missionin absenceof Federalpressure.

OPTION2- Partial,with localN4PshavingIatituUeto fund

specificproposalswithinthebroadpriorityareasas

establishedby theirredefinedmissionand localCHP plans.

PRO

1. Stfllsomewhatmoreconsistentwith HEWphilosophyof decentrali-

zation,Stateresponsibilityand localinitiative.

2. Compatiblewithrelatingto localneeds,variations,and CHP

planning.



3. HelpsassurethatMP activitieswilladdressbroadHEM

prforityareas.

CON

1. Wouldnotbe as acceptableto RMPsand providersas Option1.

2. Wouldnot necessarilyinsurethatall localRMPswould

adequatelyaddresseachof the severalbroadprlorltyareas~

especiallymonitoringof qualityof care.

OPTION3 - None.— —

PRO

1. WouldmostnearlyinsurethatlocalRMPsaddressbroadHEW

priorities.

CON

1. Totallyin consistentwithHEM decentralizationphilosophy

of localinit~ativeto meetlocalproblem.

2. Mostunlikelythatproviderswouldb~ willingto actively

participate.

3. Reinscounterto actuallong-termtrendof increasing

decentralizationto localW4PS.

ISSUE111

How shouldfundsbe apportioned/distributedto the localRNPs?

1 - Competitiveprojectbasis.

PRO

1. Improvesreviewof individualproposalsagainstHEW priorities.

2. Allowsbettercoordinationof relatedactivities;andwould

minimizeunnecessaryduplicationof effort.
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g

1. AdmifiistrativelYcumb@rsome~

2. UnlikelyWcorrelate fundin9~ithlocalneedsand problems

sincetherewouldbe a tendencyfor thoseWPS and sponsoring

Institutions (e.g., @dical schools)mostProficientin

grantsmanshipandwiththegreaterresorucesto obtatna

largershareof the funds.

3. Wouldnot utilizethe considerablelocaltechhicalrevtewand

decision-makingcapacityand structurethathas beencreated

by the RMPsoverthepastG years.

OPTION2 - Competitiveprogrambasis.

1. Wouldprovideincentivesfor RMPsto

2. Encourageshighlevelof competition

betteractivities.

addressHEM prior~tles.

and,thus,qualitatively

3. Eliminatesthecriticisms(CON)of Option1,

~

1. Reducesflexibilityonceprogramsapproved;RMPswouldtendnot

tobe as fullyand rapidlyresponsiveto possiblechangesfn

HEW priorities.

2, FinanciallyrewardsstrongerRMPsand notweakerones.

OPTIO143- Competitivebasiswith selectedearmnrks.

~

1* Earmarkswouldprovideincentivesneededto spurlocalWPS

to engagein activitiesaddressingpriorityareas(e.g.,quality

of caremonitoring)thatmanyof themothewlse mightbe
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extreme”

z. closely

3. Similar

CON

y reluctantto undertake.

coincideswithpresentmode.

to Option2.

1. Earmarking,onceresortedto, setsa precedentfor further

earmarkingon theone handwh~leat the sam timeit is

difficultto get rid of previousearmarkseventhoughthey

haveoutlinedtheirusefulness.

2. Similarto Option2.

OPTIO!/4 - On a formulabasis.

PRO

1. Consistentwith HEM positionon localinitiative.

2. ProvideslocalMPs withsignificantflexibility.

3. Morenearlyresultsin an equitabledistributionof funds

to all H4PS.

c~~

1. Littleor no incentiveto fundsto addressHEW national

priorities,

2. Difficultto developa formulaadequatelytakingintoaccount

potentialresourcesandneedsin variousspecificpriority

areasthatis applicableto all States.

OPTION5 - On a formulabasiswith selectedearmarks.

PRO

1. Wouldallocatespecifiedsumsfor givenHEW priorities.
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2. WouldforceMPs to com up with proposalswithin eachearmarked

area,evenif thatresultedin fundingsomeweakerprojects

fn one givenpriorityarea.atthe expenseof additional

strongerprojectsin another.

CON

1. Earmarking,onceresortedto, setsa precedentfor furtiher

earmarkson theone handwhileat thesametimeit is difficult

to get rldof earlierearma$ksthathaveoutllnedtheirusefulness.

6- On a combination-formula-co~pptitivebasis.

PRO

1. Providesa financialbasefor long-termcommitmentto

professionalstaff.

2. Pwvides for competition.

CON

1. May haveprogramssendingstrongerprojectsforcompetition

and fundingweaternon-priorityprojectsoutof formula.
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